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REMARKS IN SUPPORT OF 
THE PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Office Action mailed July 15, 2003, the Office Action mailed October 
3 1, 2003, the Final Office Action mailed June 28, 2004, the Office Action mailed November 23, 
2004, the Final Office Action mailed April 21, 2005, the Advisory Action mailed July 8, 2005, 
and the Final Office Action mailed September 29, 2005, and pursuant to the Notice of Appeal 
and Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review submitted herewith, the Applicant requests review of 
the following issues on appeal, 

Endo fails to disclose or suggest an appliance operating system dedicated to control an 
information handling device to operate a subset of the one or more appliances of the 
information handling system 

Claim 1 recites the features of providing a plurality of operating systems on a single 
information handling device having one or more appliances, the plurality of operating systems 
including an appliance operating system dedicated to control the information handling device to 
operate a subset of the one or more appliances, and a general operating system to perform 
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general information handling tasks. Independent claims 7, 1 8 and 26 recite similar features. As 
discussed in detail at pages 9-1 1 of the Response filed February 23, 2005 (hereinafter, "the 
Response"), Endo (U.S. Patent No, 6,615,303) fails to disclose or even suggest an appliance 
operating system dedicated to control the information handling device to operate a subset of one 
or more appliances of the information handling system as provided by claims 1, 7, 18 and 26. 
Rather, Endo merely teaches the concept of sharing various peripheral devices between multiple 
operating systems and that the concept that an input and output device may be used in common 
by a plurality of operating systems. Neither of these concepts are the same as, or even equivalent 
to 7 an appliance operating system dedicated to control an information handling device to operate 
a subset of the one or more appliances of the information handling system as recited by claim 1 . 
Rather, the only similarities between the disclosure of Endo and the above-cited claim features is 
that they both make use of the term "dedicated," but this is where the similarities end. Endo uses 
the term "dedicated" in reference to "dedicated switch 190" and "dedicated switch 191" and 
teaches that the significance of these dedicated switches is that "[b]y providing the dedicated 
switches per operating system, frequently used function[s] can be fixedly assigned to the 
switches to attain a feature to improve operability". Endo, col. 12, lines 7-9. Thus, Endo teaches 
that the dedicated switches 190 and 191 are "dedicated" to a real time OS 1 17 and an "office 
work" OS, respectively. Id* col. 12, lines 2-7. This relied-upon passage makes no mention of a 
"dedicated" operating system, much less an appliance operating system dedicated to control an 
information handling device to operate a subset of the one or more appliances of the information 
handling device as provided by claims 1, 7, 18 and 26. Endo therefore fails to disclose or 
suggest, individually or in combination with the other cited references, the particular 
combination of features recited by claims 1, 7, 18 and 26, as well as the additional features 
recited by their dependent claims at least by virtue of their dependency from one of claims 1, 7, 
18 and 26. 

There is no motivation to combine the teachings of Endo and the "Official Notice" as 
proposed 

As discussed at pages 12 and 13 of the Response, regardless of whether the Office's 
characterization of the use of non-volatile memory to store an appliance operating system as 
well-known is accurate, Endo teaches that the two operating systems 116 and 1 17 are stored in 
the same memory 101 and therefore fails to disclose or suggest that these operating systems 
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could or should be stored in two different components, much less two different types of memory 
or storage components. See, e.g., Endo, Figure L Thus, the disclosure of Endo provides no 
motivation for the use of both a mass storage device to store one operating system and a non- 
volatile memory circuit to store another operating system. Accordingly, not only does the 
proposed combination of Endo and the Office's "Official Notice*' fail to disclose or suggest each 
and every feature of claims 5 and 40, there is no motivation to combine the teachings of Endo 
and the Office's "Official Notice" as proposed. 

Endo fails to disclose the features of a communications interface, through which the 
appliance operating system controls at least one appliance, that is a wireless interface 
as recited by claim 15 

Claim 15 recites the additional features of wherein the communications interface through 
which the appliance operating system controls at least one appliance (see claim 7) is a wireless 
interface. As discussed at page 14 of die Response, Endo foils to disclose or suggest that an 
appliance operating system controls one or more appliances using a wireless interface and no 
"Official Notice" is taken to this effect The proposed combination of Endo and the Office's 
"Official Notice" with respect to non-volatile memory therefore fails to disclose or suggest the 
particular combination of features of claim 15, 



As discussed above, the Office fail to establish that the proposed combinations of the 
cited references disclose or suggest each and every element recited by any of the pending claims. 
Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections is respectfully requested. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 
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